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Elternative Education in Colorade: Reconunendations for lnproviog State Outcomes for Opportunity Youth
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s This goe schools that serve special needs
scduation rrack and high-risk populations to be

designated as Alternative
Education Campuses (AECs)?
The state evaluation systemn? for
AECs highlights their troubling
parformance:

vV oand de

or secured a s tential t ' 2011-2012 SCHOOL YEAR
{76 KECs)

- 27 RECs received the
“performance” rating
{highest level)®

« 48 AECs received some type
of improvement rating, with
11 (of the 49) receiving a
turnaround designation |

Alook at dropout rates® reveals
the challenges assoclated with
student sneeess at AECs:

licy developme

S15% 2010-2013 AEC dropout
rats o

2 9% 2010-2011 sll non-AEC
schools dropout rate
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Blternative Edueation in Colorado: Rec g State Outcomes for Opportunity Youth
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Ofthe 76 AFCs

across the state:

<18 are charter

schools

1
& ACOU

« % run by a BOCES
{Boards of
Coonerative
Fducational
Servicas)

aleo eritical to

v of ashudents -l based on social service

cademio issues, and | « 1 run by the state
weademie issues, and for this :

» 1 is online

+ 1 s run by the
Charter School
Instivute (C81)
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AL

7 mods

« 51 run by schocl
districts
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Blternative Edueation in Colorade: Recomumendations for fmprovinyg State Ontoomes for Opporbinity Youth

in designa

denta wi

population alse s g acadami

The state should convene key stakeholders to

establish a new definition of opportunity vouth and

the schools that serve them and to discuss whether

the 95% at-risk threshold is appropriate in defining

BECs. The group should identily ways to pricritize

”

academic “at-risk” indicators, including school
design elements that ensure the life circumstance
factors with this population are addressed but not at

the expense of acadamics,
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reasin ng the ﬁa?e role in

DK recomnm mﬁud ine:

altern

alterna tm@ apt ions and e»cpcn snces {or students.

\_aic ado ah(}tllu donsider piacn g soime quality

; mdamc onits AECs a ad mcbnur\g lem t0 bt

Tserve an at-r

and accounta ):i.l.i‘ty' MWEAsUres (mc?‘v detail omwdecﬁ in

the secticus bu caw};

Racormnendations for hmproving State Outeomss

ative eduoaﬁcan 10 ensure there are quality

t 1:&‘1‘

sk population “-"cwqh funding, innovation,

g:mrt rarad iy + m.m

Uklahoma Case Stady

Oklahoma can serve as a guide, with
its 17 research-based components
for quality alternative schools. Some
include: specific student teacher
ratios, teaching faculty that qualily
them for successful work with
at-risk students, courses that me

the curricular standards as sdopted
by the Oklahoma State Board of
Felueation, individualized instruction,

and graduation plans. Oklahoma

alsc requires annual evah
its alternstive programs, which have
shown these schools 1o be much
more successiul with this population

than traditional schools.
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shete they need to be.

First, slternative education has boen used as a catch-all phrase even though it includes a range of
models with very different missiens that likely lead to correspondingly different cutcomes.
Accountability pelicies for AECs in Colorado can be strengthened by craating a few clear categories
for different school missions. The geéou-iLabll stem should than i eflect those missions or

anticipated outcomes.

B few areas that might serve as model catégories inchide: Multiple Pathuwa ays to Graduation/ Dropout
Recovery sehools, GEDR Plus / GED Options schools, Transitional schoole, and Special Populatior
{SPED) scheols. ' o

econd, currently when-district accountability ratings ars caleulated by the state, instead of the
aitemative accountahility system rolling up as the measure of success, the alternative schools are
Jjudged by the traditional iramework. This policy needs to be chanqed so there is no disincentive for
districts to have alternative schools. This can be particularly harolul in-small and medium sized
districts that have alternative schools because the numt ber of alternative students - as a pﬂ--centaqt.

of the district’s total population - can more desply impact overall ratings. -

DK recommends that the state’s alternative accountability framework provide more innovative
measuras, coupled with increased rigor. The number of opticnal measures should be limited to aveid
watering down the framework, but including key measurable and meaningful indicators will help paint

the pieture of how well a school is serving its students. Over time, it should address:
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Welghting the hardest-to-serve students so schaols gﬂ;’f more cf@dﬁ for ad\mnr‘m g them (t

.
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I Mus ’fﬂ%‘ Qppﬁvzumty &c&m’:m K

- Faisin q cut ‘points for sLu&cm growth, attendance rates, gradﬁaf:u:zn/’mm etion rates and -

AT scores.

Dattar ol by dons with teoimes | if & schools miscion is st si11e
Hatter g 1@1113:1@ school missions with outcomes {e.q if 8 schools mission is to graduate sty
then *ep '*“rt'rq the gmind'. on rate, ideally 8 8- or Fyear rate, should be I‘equired),
Providing peinis to schaols '?;hat enroll (anid have success with) students in AP, IB courses, dual

enrollment, and early college models.

}T

ee
or'more years 'bdunu;, SPED, ELL, ete.).

P 10\71&11 ng bcnf:ﬁ pomis for Jchqolc that successl Hy re-anroll dro "Lm:«’ and ff, an “innovation”
Qa‘heqory which would create ince ﬂt*vm_mr modszmc or *fedemgﬁing aducation delivery to

provide ’neth&r Gutcom% ‘Co routh \:}eaﬂ pﬁfl‘“e 11,;

iumng a stabi luatmn rate (1 e, remaining in th@ same al*ew ative ss‘hmu for & certain pericd

“of tima such ag'a semester or 6 months).

z

L;uenqt}aeﬁma the state’s cm'rent ?o’stsecondary and Workforee Readiness cat —“go v by making

-~ all current opt;om} measutes requlu:{%

Rﬂ gning AE C eurricy Thim to Camm > Core standards.

CURSENT AEC PERFORMANCE INDICATORS & DATA

Aoademic Schievemant

Maodinn and ads

rnatics

out Rate, Average

Postsecondary and

Workfores Readingss

s rake +

ODNGHOINeASUTE{S)

Student Engagement

20%




Alternative Edupation in Colorade: Hecommendations for Tmproving State Outeomiss Ind Opportunity Youth

In New York City, in grades K-5, a poverty
proxy is used to determine funding, meaning
students who qualily for fres and reduced
lunch or students who receive public

i

ngrades 8-12, there is an

zeademic proxy that classifies students who

are either well below achisvement standards

v itz netter proy . snd/or below echievernent standards (bigger

ISt HOFe O &0 o "at i CHOTE weaighits are added for students in the “well

below” category). This is an example of how
.

¢ to inishing

Colorade could assign weights based on
¢ 143

tiked, indicators such as i

academic proficiency,

N ¥
redit acorual are

an demo

o o miped .
g of reed th Zouree NYC Fair $tudent Punding Guide 2007

D recommends rethi

niding the way dollars are allocated to AEC students as part of the modernization
the School Finance Act. Resources should follow students and the state should move towards a moré

aceurate and timely funding system (a.g. multiple count dates), whereby the economic incentives

focus on student success and need. While efforts are still underway to determine how much more an .

apportunity youth costs, DK supports providing targeted additional resourees to support”

these students.

The state should also consider how Federal turnaround improvement grant funds could be used as
a source of flunding to support closing, reconstituting or developing new, bettar opticns for this

population of students.
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DR e ccominands tha t, at a minimum, ioaf:}"@m whu receive poor \z&ldd&ﬂf‘w or

o0 be p ?roh bited from »«?‘{Jrklt‘g in alternative educa ation %r-]rh:,ola

effor_.tta:ocﬁ ratin ar i
B &

Further, puicies sllquid be considered that incent bettei  training, su“:zpm"t and pmfessmna}

" development for high quality staff fo work in these more challenging enviy orlmcms 3 "md.:r V\ohc ieg

Sncaﬂﬁ ba pui in pa ace for schaole leaders to ensur e high qu"kw pr mmpm.s are leading ARCs.

1ally recognize that ac

wcation shx {&‘.I’J?S W e il suppor e
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The Youth Connections Charter
School (YCCS) in Chicago oversees
= network of 21 alternative schools
in Chicage. YCCS has baen able
litional $2,360

per studant (on top of the average

to leverage an ad

roughly $7,500 per student) for
many of its schools. Additional
funds have been raised by
leveraging and comhining funding
strearms such as Waorkforce
Investment, children and family
service, juvenile justice, truancy
prevention, and community college

funding dollars, to name a fow.

DK recztsﬁmn@nﬂs providing more resources for AECs 5 a8 stuied in the inance section {some of
which could be used for wraparound supbor b@l‘Vla“Pci) Iy addit tion, to promote outcomes-based
partnerships, schools should be given credit as part of their accountability framework for providing
o1 par et ving with vouth- selmrq om:mi:«'anonq to realize pC‘sf;li ive outeones for the

" affective needs of their stwdpms

Engaging the govern: nn‘tfﬂ social servi ce, and non-profit sectors in ’thb endeavor is orit mai, especially
i this time of shrinking school buugols ?ncepuves should also be considered for .ievem_gmg and '
pocling Eucal state, and federal resources to more effectively serve students in need. Providing incentives
for developing partnerships - aswellaz ¢ ear' outcomes for iliogéparl:nerships ~1s important. Schools
could recelve additional points based on meeting defjned and agmei upon outvomes for this measure,

if included in an amonnfamluv system.
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sith and o spre

marials an:

[RGB I, B
SCNOOL Qevelopil

s networks and have se

ng the pohcjﬁ & orrpernit to sup

r new, higher quality optons,

:':;D:K.i‘eccmrﬁéﬁ&s eniabling CS1 ané; loé | districts to miﬂ”orzze a Timi ted mumber of.éhar'ter"c:r-.
'-i'ﬁnovatiom AECs focused. on *pmmc: w_g students wﬁh a mgh ucl: v education éxper'wnce, ensuri g
' Ehe y are soileqe :md career rfadv A framework for conditions ar mmd students served, school dmlgn, .
Sy aparoun pport services, aidkianqﬁ funding, and re finad “”codntaﬁ 1*57 would be refuired. .

3

' 'A:nnua; 1‘epori_mg would take place, th athorough evﬂ uation of Lﬂ@se 8 nomr; alter year fiva.

- Interms of 1111'19%1&0?1 LK rec*mnmsncﬁs Jﬂmg mm{f mum fia .jmlbty’ with regards to ﬂ‘eat *‘1,@\
req uhu@ns Since next qeﬂ«emucq 199&“11:1% &nr*luulzwg online ’bi@nuea, competency- bd’:@(’.; dl‘d

m,ap’fme comﬁuﬁfer based mi‘ﬁ'ructaon, all) pvomwe enoIMoeus opportunity i‘m 'bettez m_wmq the

]

vuinerable z;tudents that AECS serve ou’fsde if gradi‘zzon al Hime conmrc‘u nts,

"

_ il ere is af{m aneedtol neent innovation through'the AL(" ac*cm ntability framework, for échéolé.to :
'mociffv ¥ r@demqn their edu catzonal deiivery;qéwiges to have batter overall Lteomas for fyouth The
A AEC shuu,ui not D\, punished if i‘he'?vmowaticn doasn’t work, so it Wouiﬁ be mo re p‘cmm*we m th r‘»{ -
~of thepn As hmu points. It would also be ?ogmble o desy:m perlormance mdmamra for: }w mnavauozﬁ

: i_azE(_C@'lef that WO‘U.H encourage schools to Qddr%a ga pb or challenges, such as f_a‘oﬂmng educationa.

b

vy for st 'ezits with ‘{rery high mobility.

- The key towards transforming this network <3£_ chools involves providing incentives, including extra
dollars for ARECs totransiorm them.;ives to better meef student needs as well as 1iiract1“1q new, luqh

“quality providers to Colaorado.
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